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Many linguists have observed that bound pronominals marking possessors on nouns may be similar or identical in form to the person markers on the verb. Two cases in point, both involving identity in form of the first person singular, are illustrated in (1) and (2).

PRIVATE (1)	Kilivila (Central Eastern Malayo-Polynesian)
	lube-guku-sake-gubuva
	friend-1sg2sg-give-1sgbetel.nut




	`	(Be careful) lest I kill you with my spear.' (Strom 1992: 63)

Several questions may be posed in relation to such correspondences.
	First of all, how common are formal affinities between pronominal possessors on nouns and person markers of arguments on verbs?​[1]​ It is widely recognized that there are close parallels between the relationship of the possessor and the possessed and that of the verbal arguments and the verb. This is most evident in languages which have grammaticalized the alienable/inalienable distinction, since some nouns may require the presence of a possessor and others may dictate the form that the possessor must take, in a fashion reminiscent of verbs. According to Nichols (1988: 582), the presence of possessor affixes on nouns constitutes a virtual guarantee of a grammaticalized alienability opposition. We would therefore expect formal correspondences in the person markers occurring on nouns and verbs to be widely attested cross-linguistically. But is this indeed so? The answer to this question carries implications for the explanations advanced for the existence of such correspondences. If they are rare, their presence in a language is more likely to be due to sporadic diachronic developments, for instance, the reanalysis of possessive nominalizations as finite clauses and thus of possessor affixes as verbal person markers. If, on the other hand, they are highly common, this would suggest that not merely such diachronic developments but also functional or cognitive factors are involved. 
	Secondly, are there any cross-linguistic regularities with respect to the identity of the verbal argument that exhibits affinities with the possessor?  Current generative analyses (e.g., Abney 1987; Ritter 1991: 46-48; Szabolcsi 1994: 186; Bittner & Hale 1996: 60), according to which the relationship of possessor and possessed is analogous to that of subject and verb would lead us to accept possessor affinities with the subject. But in fact both type of possessor affinities with the subject and with the object occur. As shown in (1) in Kilivila the form of the first person possessor affix is the same as the verbal affix cross-referencing the object, while in Retuarã (2) the formal correspondence is between the possessor affix and the affix cross-referencing the subject. Functionalists such as Ultan (1978: 36) and Seiler (1983a: 22; 1983b) argue that possessor affinities not with the subject but with the object are cross-linguistically dominant. Ultan's claim is essentially observationally based, Seiler's more theoretical.​[2]​ Seiler attributes the dominance of possessor affinities with the object to the unmarked nature of inalienable as opposed to established alienable possession.​[3]​ The former he sees as involving a possessor conceived of as an inactivus patient, the latter a possessor agent that acquires the possessed. However, as argued by Nichols (1988: 586-596), it is by no means obvious that alienability is semantically rather than lexically determined. Moreover, the unmarked nature of inherent possession is not incompatible with possessor affinities with the subject if we take into account not the typical semantic role of subjects, i.e., agentivity, but rather their pragmatic characteristics. As documented by many studies, particularly those conducted in the framework of Givón (1981) and also Du Bois (1987a), subjects and especially transitive subjects are associated with givenness and humanness. These are also the characteristic properties of possessors, especially in the case of inherent possession where the possessor is typically pronominal and the possessed is a kin term or body part. Thus both types of possessor affinities, with the subject and the object, appear to be motivated. This suggests that both should be widely attested cross-linguistically, which may be what underlies Dixon's (1994: 219) contention that there is no implicational connection between possessive marking on nouns and a cross-referencing verbal series.​[4]​ If, nonetheless, possessor affinities with the object are cross-linguistically dominant, as Ultan and Seiler maintain, possessor affinities with the subject emerge as being of special interest. Are they characteristic of languages which have extended the use of bound possessor pronominals from the domain of inalienable to that of alienable possession? According to Seiler (1983b: 114), this is not likely since "predominantly inherent structures can be substituted for predominantly established ones, whereas the reverse is not true". An analogous view is expressed by Ultan (1978: 36), "A morphologically derived form for a less intimate possessor implies its derivation from the more intimate form". This renders affinities with the subject even more intriguing, which brings me to the third question.
	Are possessor affinities with the subject characteristic of languages with ergative alignment? The possibility that they may be was originally suggested by Allen (1963) who observed that in a number of languages exhibiting ergative case or person marking the possessor is marked like the transitive subject. Subsequently, this observation has been echoed by a number of other scholars including Silverstein (1976: 115), Moravcsik (1978: 85); Plank (1979: 31) Hofling (1990: 548) and Bittner & Hale (1996: 60). Allen attributed the existence of possessor affinities with the transitive subject to a connection between possession and transitivity. If this were to be the case, given that the distinction between transitive and intransitive clauses in ergative alignment is reflected in the marking of the transitive subject and in accusative alignment in the marking of the object, we would expect the former to exhibit affinities with the transitive subject and the latter to exhibit affinities with the object. And since languages with accusative alignment of verbal person forms overwhelmingly outnumber those with ergative alignment, this would provide a potential explanation for Ultans's and Seiler's claims as to the overall dominance of affinities with the object over those with the subject.​[5]​ But again, is there indeed a connection between ergativity and possessor affinities with the subject or are such affinities no more common in languages with ergative alignment of verbal person forms than in languages with accusative alignment? And if the former holds is this due to ergativity per se or rather to the diachronic origin of ergative person marking?
	The present paper seeks to shed light on the above questions by investigating the nature of the correspondences in form between pronominal possessors on nouns and verbal person markers in a cross-linguistic sample of 157 languages manifesting both types of marking. The presentation will begin (Section 2) with a brief overview of the characteristics of nominal and verbal person marking and an explanation of the type of markers that have been taken into account in the investigation. In Section 3 the language sample which forms the basis for this study will be presented and some important characteristics of the languages in the sample will be discussed. The degree of correspondence between the pronominal possessors on nouns and the verbal person forms among the 157 languages, measured on a four point scale, will be determined in Section 4. In Section 5 we will consider whether any cross-linguistic preferences obtain with respect to the identity of the transitive argument which exhibits formal affinities with the possessor affixes. In Section 6 the relationship between the possessor affinities and the transitive arguments will be related to the alignment of the verbal person forms. Finally in Section 7 we will discuss the relationship between possessor affinities with the subject and object relative to alienable and inalienable possession. 


2.  Person marking of nouns and verbs

Since this investigation is aimed at determining the relationship between the person forms on nouns and verbs rather than at explicating the full range of affinities between the encoding of adnominal possession and that of the verb and its arguments, much of the complexities in the marking patterns of both will be ignored. Nonetheless, before we proceed a few comments on the person markers occurring on the heads of possessive and verbal constructions need to be made.
	Person marking of the head noun by an affix or clitic as a means of indicating substantival possession occurs both with pronominal possessors and nominal ones.​[6]​ Nominal possessors may bear some form of dependent marking indicating their possessor status, for instance, the genitive case (3) or have no additional marking (4).

PRIVATE (3)	Udmurt (Permic, Finnic)
	piosmurt-lenpi-ez
	man-genson-3sg




	`	Kasiana's house' (Thurston 1982: 40)










		`my house' (Hewitt 1979: 116)

	While there are languages which mark all types of substantival possession in the same way, as mentioned in the introduction, person marking of the head noun is considered to be primarily a feature of inalienable possession. Though there is some disagreement in the literature in regard to how the alienable/inalienable opposition should be characterized, inalienable possession is typically seen as involving a fairly stable relation over which possessors have little or no control and alienable possession as comprising a variety of less permanent, more controlled relationships. In languages which formally mark this opposition, inalienability is primarily associated with body parts, kinship and spatial relations, alienability with all other types of possession.​[7]​ Some languages use the head-marking pattern for all types of inalienable possession with both nouns and pronouns (e.g., Burushaski, Lealao Chinantec, Kera, Tauya) others only with pronouns (e.g., Amele, Bororo, Hittite, Rama). And yet others restrict the person head-marking to a subset of kinship terms or body parts (e.g., Spoken East Armenian, Ica, Kiowa, Kobon, Mountain Maidu, Wanuma, Tarascan). Significantly, however, there appear to be no languages which employ the person marking of the head for alienable but not inalienable possession. This is typically attributed to the smaller conceptual distance between an inalienable possession and its possessor than between an alienable possession and its possessor (Seiler 1983a: 68; Croft 1991: 174-176).
	The alienability opposition is not the sole factor determining the presence of bound pronominal possessors. Many languages exhibit person marking of the head noun with pronominal possessors but not with nominal ones (e.g., Berta, Burmese, Evenki, Grand Valley Dani, Nootka). In others the person marking of the head is dependent on the person and/or number of the possessor. For instance in Copala Trique only the first person and in Finnish, Sema, Chocho, and Mojave only the first and second person possessors are expressed by affixes while the other persons are encoded by independent forms. In Comox, by contrast, third person and second person plural possessors are suffixes, the other person/numbers being expressed by free forms. And in Yukaghir there is a possessor suffix solely for the third person.​[8]​  It must also be noted that the forms of the person markers used with different types of possession need not be the same. Witness the examples in (7) from Yuma in which one set of person affixes is used chiefly for inalienable possession and another for alienable possession.







		`	my bag' (Halpern 1946: 264-265)

	For the purpose of this investigation I have taken into account any affixal or clitic person marking of the nominal head of an adnominal possessive construction irrespective of the type of possession it is used to indicate and irrespective of whatever other means of morphological marking of the possessor or of the possessed may be employed. I have not, however, taken into consideration person markers affixed to possessive classifiers as in Tolai or class markers as in Oshindonga or adpositions or particles as in Imonda, unless the person markers can also be directly affixed to the possessed noun or, alternatively, the person marker and element to which it is attached are both affixed to the possessed noun.

PRIVATE (8)	Tolai​[9]​ (New Ireland, Oceanic)
	ka-nanian
	poss.clfr-3sgfood




	`	my house' (Fivaz 1986: 87)
(10)	Imonda (Waris, Trans-New Guinea)
	taehe-na
	hair3-poss
	`	her hair' (W. Seiler 1985: 38, 63)

Linking pronominals occurring between nominal possessors and the possessed, as in Djingili (11) and also Atakapa (Swanton 1929), Hanis Coos (Frachtenberg 1922a), Mapuche (Smeets 1989), Ossetic (Abaev 1964), Tiwi (Osborne 1974), Vanimo (Ross 1980), and Wanuma (Reesink 1984) have also not been taken into account.​[10]​

PRIVATE (11)	Djingili (West Barkly)
	gurnju_anubai-na
	skinhe.datman-dat
	`	the man's skin' (Chadwick 1975: 21)

While such linking pronouns constitute a likely source of future affixes to the head noun, as argued by Koptjevskaja-Tamm (to appear), they may also develop into markers of the dependent possessor nouns. Koptjevskaja-Tamm notes traces of this latter line of development in some Limburg dialects of Dutch and more advanced stages of such a reanalysis in several Norwegian dialects. Given that both types of reanalysis appear to be possible, and that data on the current status of linking pronouns in the languages manifesting them was not available, I opted to disregard them from the investigation.








		`	The owner of the cow saw his own pet.' (Abott 1991: 24)
(13)	Tauya (Adelbert Range, Trans-New Guinea)	
	a.	fena_-nifanu-nen-yau-a-_a
		woman-ergman-abs3pl-see-3sg-ind
		`	The woman saw the men.'
	b.	nen-yau-a-_a
		3pl-see-3sg-ind
		`	She/he saw them.' (MacDonald 1990: 118)

The former are incorporated pronouns. The latter, typically called cross-referencing pronouns, have a mixed status; in the presence of free arguments they fulfil the function of agreement markers, and in the absence of free arguments they function as incorporated pronouns.​[11]​ While the possibility cannot be excluded that the type of verbal person marking, cross-referencing as opposed to purely pronominalizing, found in a language may have a bearing on the nature of the relationship between the nominal and verbal person forms, in view of the proliferation of categories that would result from controlling for this factor (the person forms for all of the verbal arguments even within a single language need not be of the same type) in the current investigation I have not done so, and have treated both types of marking on a par.
	In most languages the person forms of the verbal arguments are bound to the verb, though as is well known, they may also be phonologically attached to the first word or constituent of the clause or some other clausal constituent, for instance, the immediately preverbal, as in the case of subject person markers in Mundari (14).

PRIVATE (14)	Mundari (Munda, AustroAsiatic)
	Nesadomkoako-ta'-ingom-ko-tan-a
	thishorsesthey-dat-1sggive-3pl-pres-final
	`	I give them the horses.' (Cook 1965: 254)

Such person forms have also been included in the investigation.





		`	That woman came here.'
	b.	fena_-nifanu-nen-yau-a-_a
		woman-ergman-abs3pl-see-3sg-ind
		`	The woman saw the men.' (MacDonald 1990: 120,118)

With ergative alignment it is the S and O that receive the same treatment in opposition to the A. We have an example of this in (16) where the A is marked by a prefix and the S and O forms by suffixes.







		`	She sees me.' (Friberg 1991: 107)















		`	I am bad.' (Boas & Swanton 1911: 909)

In tripartite alignment all three arguments A, S and O are treated in a distinct manner as exemplified in (18) on the basis of the first person marking forms in Yukulta.







		`	I will hit you.'
	c.	kuy-nk-i-kantapalaa
		interr-1sg-2sg-tr.pasthit.ind
		`	Did you hit me?' (Keen 1983: 230, 201, 217)

Finally, in hierarchical alignment the treatment of the A and O is dependent on their relative ranking on the referential and/or ontological hierarchies. Whichever is the higher ranking receives special treatment, the details of which vary from language to language. In Nocte, for instance, in transitive clauses the A is marked as in (19a) or the O as in (19b,c) depending on which is higher on the hierarchy: 1 > 2 > 3 person.

PRIVATE (19)	Nocte (Baric, Tibetic)	
	a.	nga-maatehetho-ang
		I-erghe.accteach-1sg
		`	I will teach him.'
	b.	ate-manga-nanghetho-h-ang
		he-ergI-accteach-inv-1sg
		`	He will teach me.'
	c.	nang-mangahetho-h-ang
		you-ergIteach-inv-1sg
		`	You will teach me.' (Das Gupta 1971: 21)

	In the examples of accusative, ergative and active alignments given above, all three of the relations S, A and O are marked. Each of these alignments may, however, involve the marking of only two of the three relations, i.e., the SA (in accusative) or SO (in ergative) or one type of S and either the A or the O (in active). Accusative and ergative alignment systems may even involve the marking of only one relation, the P in the case of accusative alignment or the A in the case of ergative. The number and nature of the arguments marked on the verb will be taken into account especially in Sections 5 and 6.


3.  The languages in the sample





As indicated by the data in Table 1, all eight macro-areas are well represented with the exception of Australia in which person affixes on nouns are mainly found in the non-Pama-Nyungan languages of the Kimberleys and Arnhem Land (McGregor 1995: 278), in the Arandic languages (William McGregor, personal communication) and in the now extinct Kulinic languages of Western Victoria (Hercus 1986). Within the macro-areas not all major genetic groupings are represented since not all feature languages with possessor affixes on nouns. Thus among the languages of Eurasia there are no Dravidian languages and only three Indo-European ones (Breton, Spoken East Armenian and Kurdish). Among the languages of SEA&OC there are no Mon-Khmer or Daic languages. Of the African languages, only six are Niger-Congo ones.








Needless to say the 120 languages that have bound person forms for both the A and the O are of particular interest for this investigation, since the possessor affixes could correspond in form to either the A or the O markers.
	Though this investigation is concerned with languages which have both possessor affixes on nouns and person marking of the verbal arguments, it needs to be noted that the former type of marking is rare in languages lacking the latter. The existence of a strong statistical implicational universal between the presence of head marking of nouns and of verbs was established by Nichols (1992: 85-86): 95 per cent (95 out of 99) of the languages in her sample that exhibit head marking of nouns exhibit verbal head marking or detached marking. The same figure is defined by my data; 157 out of the 166 languages with nominal head marking also have verbal head marking. The nine languages with head marked nouns but no head marking or detached marking of the A, S or O on verbs that I noted are: Burmese (Okell 1969), Kokborok (Pai 1976), Gude (Hoskison 1983), Koh (Glidden 1985), Malagasy (which according to Keenan (1976) has verbal head-marking of the agent in the non-active voices), Paiwan (Egli 1990), South Eastern Pomo (Moshinsky 1974), and Yessan Mayo (Foreman 1974).​[15]​ In all of these languages the nominal head marking is used exclusively with pronominal possessors. Thus the strong implicational universal between the presence of head marking of nouns and of verbs is even stronger in the case of nominal possessors (88 out of 88) than pronominal ones (157 out of 166).

4.  Correspondences in form

While not all languages which have person markers on nouns and verbs also have independent personal pronouns and/or attributive or absolute possessive pronouns, many do have one or even all of these. In such languages the person markers on nouns may be similar or identical in form to: the verbal pronominal forms, the independent personal pronouns, the independent attributive possessive pronouns, the absolute possessive pronouns, any combination of the above, or to no other pronominal form. The statistically significant correlation between the presence of nominal and verbal head marking coupled with the widely recognized strong parallels between the relationship of possessor and possessed and that of the verb and its arguments suggest that similarities in form between nominal and verbal person markers are likely to be highly frequent, irrespective of any correspondences with the independent pronouns that might obtain. My data reveal that this is indeed so.
	Though the full range of correspondences evinced by possessor markers on nouns would undoubtedly be of interest, to simplify matters I have only taken into account whether or not there is a phonemic correspondence between the person marking of nouns and some set of the verbal person markers occurring in the language. This means that I have ignored the existence of correspondences with independent pronominal forms, both between the possessor markers and independent pronouns and multiple correspondences between the possessor markers, verbal pronominal forms, and independent personal and possessive forms. For the time being, I have also ignored the identity of the head-marked verbal arguments which exhibit a formal correspondence with the possessor markers taking into consideration whatever argument in whatever paradigm exhibits the strongest affinity with the possessor markers.












	3pl	d_-	d_-  (Strom 1992: 35, 69)

The category "mostly identical" covers languages in which the majority of the possessor forms, including at least two of the forms for the singular (in the case of languages which do have number distinctions for such forms), are identical to some set of the verbal head markers.​[17]​ Two examples of languages which have been classified in this group are Doyayo and Sidamo. As shown in (21), in Doyayo the possessor suffixes and the O suffixes are identical in the first and second persons both singular and plural, but not in the third person.









	3pl	-ya	-hi  (Wiering & Wiering 1994: 74, 131)

In Sidamo (22), by contrast, there is identity in the forms of the possessor and O suffixes for the third person (masculine and feminine) and all the plural forms, while the forms for the first and second person singular are distinct.









	3pl	-nsa	-nsa  (Hudson 1976: 257, 259)

The third category "some similarity" covers the correspondences between possessor affixes and verbal person markers other than those falling under "identical" and "mostly identical". The correspondences may involve actual identities of one or two forms as in Cora (23), no identities but clear similarities in most of the forms as in Larike (24), as well as just similarities in one or two forms as in Tonkawa (25).








	3pl	ma-	wá'wá'a-      (Casad 1984: 297)




















	2pl	we-	wena-   
	3pl	we-                                                     	       (Hoijer 1933: 68, 134)












		- (pres)	3pl	jakko-   (de Vries 1989: 22,39)


















	3pl	-amere	-mere	-mere​[20]​ (Triulzi et al. 1976: 522)





The data reveal that in 83 per cent of the languages in the sample there is a degree of phonemic correspondence between some of the possessor affixes and some of the verbal person forms. Moreover, in just over half of the languages this correspondence is one of identity or near identity. Thus while the mere existence of both types of head marking cannot be seen as actually entailing a high degree of commonality in the forms of the two, such commonality is by no means exceptional. Of particular interest are the differences in the degrees of correspondences between the two types of person markers in the various macro-areas. In the Americas and especially in South America lack of a formal correspondence between the two types of person forms is rare and identities and near-identities in form are dominant, in South America twice the global level. Australia in turn stands out in exhibiting the lowest level of identities and near-identities in form.
	The fact that at least some degree of correspondence in the forms of possessor affixes and verbal affixes is so frequently and widely attested lends strong support to the non-arbitrary nature of such correspondences. If there were to be no functional and/or cognitive reasons for formal affinities between the person markers of nouns and verbs, commonalities in the forms of the two would be sporadic and arguably restricted genetically and/or areally. Yet they are not.


5.  Affinities between possessor affixes and A versus O marking















                                                                               (Hewitt 1979: 101-103)










	2pl	hacim-	haci   (Kimball 1991: 113, 417)

In Mohawk (Mithun 1995), by contrast, the undergoer prefixes are very similar to those found with alienable possessed nouns while inalienable possessed nouns take prefixes closely related to the actor prefixes used for the A and one type of S arguments. This is exemplified in (31) on the basis of the singular forms. (The forms for the feminine are the same as those of the indefinite gender.)













	As stated in Section 1, there are good reasons for why possessors should exhibit affinities with the person markers of the O, and equally good reasons for why they should exhibit affinities with the A. The semantics of the relationship between possessor and possessed elaborated by Seiler (1983a, b) is suggestive of the existence of possessor affinities with both the A and the O. Seiler argues that since alienable possession calls for a possessor agent that does the acquiring while in inalienable possession the possessor is inactive, affinities with the A are characteristic of alienable possession those with the O of inalienable possession. (See section 6 for further discussion.) However, as he also considers inalienable possession as being unmarked and alienable possession as marked, and maintains that the unmarked forms may be extended to the marked but not vice versa, he claims that possessor affinities with the object prevail over those with the subject.​[21]​ The unmarked status of inalienable possession is not uncontroversial. The lexical distribution criterion, for instance, identifies inalienable possession as marked in view of the fact that the nouns that take inalienable possession generally constitute a closed class while those taking alienable possession are an open set (Nichols 1988: 562). Therefore, it is not unreasonable to assume that some languages may extend the markers of alienable possession to inalienable. This seems particularly likely if the inalienable class encompasses just a few items, for instance, kin terms but not body parts, as is the case in a number of Amerindian languages including Creek, Choctaw, Eastern Pomo, Kiowa, Maidu, Patwin, Wintu, Nez Perce, Pawnee, Quileute, and Wappo (Nichols 1988: 572). Nonetheless, given that bound pronominal possessors may be used exclusively to mark inalienable possession, if the formal correspondences between the person marking of nouns and verbs are essentially semantically motivated, as Seiler suggests, then his prediction as to the dominance of possessor affinities with the object should hold. In terms of their discourse/pragmatic characteristics, on the other hand, possessors are more like the A rather than the O, since they are typically given and human. Therefore, if the motivation for the formal correspondences between bound pronominal possessors and verbal person markers lies in their shared discourse/pragmatic properties, possessor affinities with the A may be expected to be dominant. Alternatively, assuming that competing motivations need not be resolved in a uniform way, affinities with the A and the O may be more or less equally distributed. This is essentially what is suggested by my data.








While in New Guinea, Africa, and South East Asia and Oceania affinities with the O are dominant, in Meso-America, South America and Eurasia the affinities with the A clearly prevail. In Australia, as noted by Blake (1977: 40) there is a tendency for the possessive affixes to correspond to the S. And in North America, though affinities with the O are more common than just with the A, contrary to what has been suggested by Uhlenbeck (1916), Sapir (1917) and Seiler (1983b), there is no overwhelming preference for affinities with the O.​[22]​




A somewhat higher cross-linguistic preference for possessor affinities with the O (61%) emerges if we consider only the 77 languages in which the forms of the possessor correspond just to the A or just to the O rather than to both the A and O or to the S. But even then it is difficult to treat this preference as a statistical implicational universal.





The relatively equal frequencies of possessor affinities with the A and O, documented above, render the possibility of there being any statistical implicational universals between the two types of affinities and alignment highly unlikely. Nonetheless, it could be the case that while affinities with both the A and O occur in the cross-linguistically dominant alignment, i.e., accusative, only one or the other type of possessor affinities are displayed in languages with ergative or active alignment. Let us therefore consider whether this is so.




   The data reveal that there are no clear differences in the affinities between possessor affixes and the A as compared to the O in languages with accusative or active alignments. In languages with accusative alignment the correspondences of the possessor affixes with the A are more or less as common as with the O.​[24]​ The correspondences with the O emerge as dominant only if we restrict our attention to the 63 languages with accusative alignment in which both the A and the O are marked by bound person forms; 49 per cent (31) of the relevant languages exhibit correspondences with the O as compared to 29 per cent (18) exhibiting correspondences with the A. Nonetheless, even in the case of such languages the ratio of correspondences with the O as compared to those with the A is only 2 : 1. In languages with active alignment there is only a slight preference for correspondences with the O over those with the A. Worth noting is the fact that five of the nine active languages which display correspondences with the A, namely Arawak, Axininca Campa, Amuesha, Yagua and Nambiquara, are from South America.
	   Somewhat more interesting are the languages with an ergative alignment system of the verbal person forms. Though, contrary to what has been suggested in the literature, the possessor affinities with the A are not overwhelmingly high (55%), the affinities with the O are exceptionally low. There is only one language in the sample, namely Macushi, which exhibits clear affinities with the O as opposed to the A and O or the A. The only other languages in the sample which could potentially be classified with Macushi are Coast Tsimshian (Dunn 1979) and Canela-Krahô (Popjes & Popjes 1986). According to Dunn, the first and second person possessor enclitics in Coast Tsimshian are identical to the S/O enclitics and distinct from the A proclitics attached to temporal designators. This is shown in (32) on the basis of the first person singular forms, -u for the possessor and S/O and -n for the A.







		`	I'm about to run.'
	c.	bawil-tniidz-uol
		then-ergsee-1sgbear
		`	And just now the bear has seen me.'
	d.	ba-n-wilniidz-aol
		then-1sg-thensee-connectivebear
		`	And just now I have seen a bear.' (Dunn 1979: 62, 65, 66)





















		`	Capi saw me.' (Popjes & Popjes 1986: 168, 172, 175)







Thus, though the affixal A forms are not as common as the S and O forms, and only the latter are bound to the verb, the possessor affixes are, strictly speaking, the same as the forms not only for the S and O but also the A.
	   The above data reveal that possessor affinities with just the O in languages with an ergative alignment system of verbal person forms are quite rare. This is further supported by the rarity of such affinities among languages outside the sample. The only languages with an ergative alignment system of the verbal person forms that I know of from outside the sample which appear to display strong affinities between the possessor affixes and the O verbal person forms are Kolana (Mark Donohue: personal communications), a language of the Timor-Alor-Pantar family, the Carib language Kuikúro (Franchetto 1990) and the Tupi language Karitiana (Everett 1985; Storto 1993). The correspondences between the possessor prefixes and the absolutive prefixes in Kolana are shown in (36).
















		`	his/her cloth' (Mark Donohue: personal communications)















	`	Am I eating my son's liver?' (Storto 1993: 140)	

It is therefore by no means clear whether Karitiana should be viewed as exhibiting ergative alignment of the first and second person forms. Worthy of note is also the fact that if the first and second person forms are indeed ergative, Karitiana emerges as a most unusual language in having ergative marking of the first and second person forms but accusative (SA=o, O=i) of the third person forms, counter to Silverstein's (1976) hierarchy. Two other languages in which the possessor affixes are claimed to correspond in form to the S/O are cited by Dixon (1994: 219), namely Kamaiurá, another Tupi language, and Jabuti, an isolate spoken in Brazil. However, according to Dixon's source (Seki 1990), Kamaiurá is actually a language with split active/hierarchical rather than ergative alignment. Unfortunately, I have been unable to consult Pires (1992) to confirm the ergative alignment of the verbal person forms of Jabuti.​[25]​
	Though among the languages with ergative verbal person forms in the sample, the affinities of the possessor forms with those of just the A are not overwhelming, there are many more examples of the same phenomenon from languages outside the sample. Given the rarity of ergative verbal person marking, not surprisingly, the languages in question come from genetic groupings represented in the sample, i.e., Northwest Caucasian (Abaza, Kabardian, Adyghe), Mayan (e.g. Tzotzil, Ixil, Quiche, Mam), Austronesian (e.g., Kapampangan, Konjo, Toraja, Mandar, Uma) and Eskimo-Aleut (e.g., Inuit Canadian Eskimo). It also needs to be mentioned that in several languages exhibiting split ergative alignment dependent on tense/aspect such as Pashto and Sindhi (Bubenik 1989) the forms of the possessor affixes correspond to the A as opposed to O forms used in the ergative series.
	  In the light of the above there is obviously no absolute implicational universal
between ergative alignment and affinities of possessor affixes with the A. But can an implicational universal be posited on statistical grounds?​[26]​ This to a large extent depends on how we treat the languages in which the possessor displays affinities with both the A and O. If we take as our criterion the existence of affinities with the A irrespective of additional or concomitant affinities with the O, then 10 of the 11  languages in the sample with ergatively aligned verbal person forms (91%) exhibit affinities between the possessor affixes and the A. Such a figure defines a valid statistical universal implication analogous to other such implicational universals that have been posited in the typological literature such as that between the presence of possessor affixes and the presence of verbal person markers or the existence of verbal head marking in languages with verb-initial order etc. Alternatively, if only the languages with affinities with the A to the exclusion of the O are taken into account, then it is difficult to view the figure of 55 per cent as defining anything other than a preference.
	It needs to be noted that the affinities in the marking of the A and the possessor in languages with morphological ergative alignment are not confined to languages with person marking on nouns and verbs. As observed by Allen (1963), such affinities are also to be found in the domain of case marking. Languages with ergative case marking in which the case marker of the A is similar or identical in form to the marker of the possessor include: the Eskimo languages, Kabardian, Adyghe, Ubykh, Lak, Limbu, Fasu, Guaymi, Nez Perce and Zoque. Significantly, in the few ergative case marking languages in which the absolutive is overtly marked, there are no comparable affinities between the markers of the possessor and of the absolutive. However, zero marked absolutives may correspond to zero marked possessors as in Sawu (Walker 1982) in which both nominal and pronominal As are preceded by the preposition ri while absolutives and possessors occur with no marking.
	By contrast, in languages with accusative case marking correspondences between the marking of nominal or pronominal possessors and both the SA (e.g., Sgaw, Grebo, Dogon, Malak Malak) and the O (e.g., Kisi, Kera, Mojave, Yaqui, Zuni and Mountain Maidu) are to be found. As in the case of person affixal marking, the correspondences with the O appear to be more common than those with the A, though again not overwhelmingly so.
	Thus not only in regard to person affixes, but also with respect to case marking, languages with ergative alignment systems differ from those with accusative systems in exhibiting a discernable preference for affinities of possessors with the A as opposed to the O. Why should this be the case?
    One line of explanation that has been advanced in the literature builds on the possibility that languages with ergative systems of alignment may exhibit a different association of semantic roles and saliency features than languages with accusative alignment. This hypothesis, articulated most fully by Plank (1979, 1985) should not be confused with the view that languages with ergative alignment are patient as opposed to agent oriented. As Plank is careful to point out, a difference in the association of saliency features and semantic roles does not entail a difference in the ranking of semantic roles with respect to topicality and/or subjecthood, though it is not incompatible with such a difference. Plank suggests that ergative systems of alignment may differ from accusative systems in associating the saliency feature of "primary responsibility for the successful execution of an action" with the patient rather than with the agent. This lack of association of primary responsibility with agenthood, he argues, renders agents in languages with ergative alignment more similar to possessors that prototypical agents of accusative alignment systems. Hence possessors are more readily identified with agents in ergative alignment systems than in accusative ones.
   Plank's explanation for the relative frequency of possessor affinities with the A in languages with ergative alignment simultaneously accounts for the rarity of possessor affinities with the O in such alignments. Moreover, it can be reconciled with Seiler's contention as to the unidirectional diachronic development of alienable systems from inalienable ones. If patients in ergative alignment bear primary responsibility for the successful execution of an activity they are conceptually distinct from possessors in inalienable possession which cannot be viewed as being in any way responsible for the existence of the possessive relationship. Accordingly, in contrast to what happens in accusative alignment, possessors in inalienable possession are unlikely to be conceived of as patients and thus evince patient marking. And if by virtue of their shared lack of primary responsibility with agents, they develop agent marking, such marking may be subsequently extended to alienable possession in fulfilment of Seiler's diachronic scenario.
    Another potential explanation for the discernable preference for possessor affinities with the A in languages with ergative alignment of specifically verbal person forms is suggested by Du Bois's (1987a, b) discourse-based account of the rise of ergativity. Du Bois seeks the motivation for the development of ergatively aligned verbal person forms in the strong tendency for clauses in discourse to manifest only one lexical argument and for this argument to be an O or S but not an A. He attributes this preferred argument structure (PAS) to the characteristic pattern of information flow, i.e., for As to be given and human and for Os and to a lesser extent Ss to denote new information. In all languages PAS and its pragmatic dimension of preferred information flow is in competition with the pressures of topic continuity which links A and S as opposed to O. Typically topic continuity wins out over PAS and thus the dominance of accusative alignment systems of person forms. Occasionally, however, PAS may give rise to ergative alignment as in Sacapultec Maya where, according to Du Bois, it is reinforced by a double positive avoidance constraint. This constraint defines a dispreference for marking a single referent with more than one positive mark, i.e.,  both lexically and by an overt cross-referencing form. Since by virtue of PAS lexical arguments are typically Os or Ss but not As, double positive avoidance demands that As be marked by overt cross-referencing forms and that the cross-referencing forms for lexical Os and Ss to be zero. This is indeed so throughout the Mayan languages in which all the cross-referencing A forms are overt while those of third person singular absolutives are zero. Thus the interaction of PAS with double positive avoidance provides the discourse motivation for ergatively aligned person forms in the domain of third person, and this alignment may be subsequently extended to the whole paradigm.
   If, as argued by Du Bois, the skewed distribution of the features givenness and humanness over the A, S and O provide the motivation for the emergence of ergatively aligned person forms, might not the same features also constitute a more frequent basis for the form of possessors in such languages than in those with accusatively aligned person forms? Assuming that this is indeed so, since As are much more consistently given, human and non-lexical than Os, the person forms of As emerge as much more viable candidates for the marking of possessors, which are also typically given and human, than those of Os.​[27]​  Accordingly possessor affinities with the A may be expected to be more common than with the O. In the case of languages with third person zero absolutives such as the Mayan ones, the discourse/pragmatic motivation for possessor affinities with the A is strengthened by the fact that the A paradigm offers a full set of forms, while the absolutive set does not. Thus both discourse/pragmatic and formal considerations may conspire in producing possessor affinities with the A.
   Both of the above explanations for possessor affinities with the A in languages with ergative verbal alignment are based on the assumption that the possessor forms are modelled on the verbal ones. The opposite line of development is posited in accounts of the rise of ergative verbal alignment involving the reanalysis of possessive nominalizations. Such a source of ergative alignment has been contemplated by various scholars including Comrie (1978: 374-379;), Trask (1979: 395-400) and, most recently, Gildea (1992, 1993). However, while the reanalysis of possessive nominalizations as finite constructions constitutes a potential diachronic source of possessor affinities
with the A and S in languages with accusative verbal alignment and with the O and S in languages with ergative verbal alignment, it is highly unlikely to result in possessor affinities solely with the A, let alone to underlie the relatively high frequency of such affinities in languages with ergative alignment. The reanalysis of possessive nominalizations could produce possessor affinities with the A if it were to be confined to transitive nominalizations, such as the enemy's destruction of the city in which the agent but not the patient of the nominalized verb is marked by a possessor affix. According to Koptjevskaja-Tamm (1988: Ch. 5), possessive nominalizations of transitive verbs in which the agent rather than the patient receives possessive marking are relatively common cross-linguistically, though somewhat less so than those in which the patient bears possessive marking but the agent does not. However, there is no evidence suggesting that nominalizations with possessively marked agents but not patients are more common in languages with ergative alignment than in languages manifesting other alignment systems. Moreover, as pointed out by Comrie (1978: 376), there is no apparent reason why any reanalysis of nominalizations should affect transitive but not intransitive clauses. And if it does affect intransitive clauses, this will result in possessor affinities with the A and S or alternatively with the O and S but not with just the A. According to Comrie, the former development is attested in the Mayan languages Chol (in the present tense) and Jacaltec (in subordinate clauses). The latter is hypothesized as being the source of the ergative alignment systems displayed in several Carib languages, including Macushi, by Gildea (1992, 1993).​[28]​ 
   Given the infeasibility of the relatively high frequency of possessive affinities with the A in languages with ergative verbal alignment being due to the reanalysis of possessive nominalizations, we are left with the former two explanations, neither of which is entirely satisfactory. Currently there is no evidence available suggesting that agents in languages with ergative alignment systems differ in regard to saliency features from those in accusative alignment systems. Nor is there any evidence that languages with ergative verbal alignment exhibit greater sensitivity to the features of humanness and givenness than do languages with accusative verbal alignment. Nonetheless, both of these explanations identify important lines of research which need to be further pursued.


7.  Alienable and inalienable possession

Throughout the preceding discussion we have taken for granted the validity of Seiler's (1983a, b) claim that possessor affinities with the A are characteristic of alienable possession while those with the O are characteristic of inalienable possession. The best way to test whether this is regularly so is to consider the A and O affinities in languages which utilize distinct possessor affixes for the two types of possession.
     There are relatively few such languages; my sample includes only ten, namely Dakota, Hua, Kunama, Koasati, Lango, Mohawk, Paumari, Takelma, Tunica, and Yuchi.​[29]​ The hypothesized relationship between possessors and A and the O in alienable and inalienable possession respectively is borne out in full in only two languages, Yuchi and Dakota. In Koasati and Hua, while the possessors affixes in inalienable possession correspond in form to that of the O affixes, the marking of possessors in alienable constructions is not the same as that of the A; in Koasati, as shown earlier in (30), the possessor affixes correspond to the affixes of the recipient, and in Hua the relevant affixes are not related to any of the verbal sets of affixes. In Lango the possessor suffixes corresponding in form to the O suffixes are used in inalienable constructions after consonants, while a separate set of suffixes (in the singular) is used after vowels and in alienable constructions. This second set of suffixes is unrelated to the A suffixes, which are sensitive to aspect, or to the independent pronouns. The converse of the hypothesized marking, i.e., possessor affinities with the A in inalienable possession and with the O in alienable possession, is found in Mohawk and other Iroquian languages, as illustrated previously in (31). Marking corresponding to the O in alienable possession is also found in Tunica where, however, inalienable possession reflects not the marking of the A but of the intransitive S.​[30]​ In Paumari the inalienable affix corresponds to the affix of the A, while the alienable affix is not related to the forms of the verbal arguments. In Kunama, on the other hand, the prefixes marking possession with kinship terms are unrelated to the affixes of the verb, while the possessor suffixes used to mark all other types of possession correspond in part to the O suffixes. In Takelma none of the three major sets of possessor affixes show clear affinities to the affixes marking arguments on the verb. The possessor forms used with so called prepositives, however, are highly similar to the intransitive S forms found in the future.
	In all, possessor affinities with the O in inalienable possession are manifested in five languages (Yuchi, Dakota, Lango, Koasati, and Hua) and possessor affinities with the A in alienable possession in two languages (Yuchi and Dakota). Thus the posited relationship between possessor marking and the O in inalienable possession appears to be stronger than that between possessor marking and the A in alienable possession.
	The postulated affinities between possessors and the O in inalienable possession can also be tested in languages which have only one set of possessor affixes used just for inalienable possession. If the postulated relationship between inalienability and possessor affinities with the O were to hold, we would expect languages in which possessor affixes on nouns are used solely to express some subset of inalienable possession to display possessor affinities with the O. By contrast, languages which utilize the same set of possessor affixes for alienable and inalienable possession, should exhibit more variation in regard to the formal correspondence of the possessor since the affixes used in inalienable possession could be extended to alienable possession or potentially vice versa. Let us consider whether this is indeed so. To simplify matters I will take into account only pronominal possessors and only the languages in which the possessor affixes exhibit affinities with just the A or the O.
	Of the 41 languages in the sample which have a single set of possessor affixes used solely for some subset of inalienable possession, 68% (28) manifest possessor affinities with the O. Thus there is no absolute implicational relationship between inalienable possession and affinities with the O, though inalienable possession does favour the O. Among the languages with possessor affixes used for both alienable and inalienable possession the correspondences with the A and O are not equally distributed but favour the A; of the 57 languages in which the possessor affixes are used for some subtypes of both alienable and inalienable possession, 63% (36) evince possessor affinities with the A.
    If we reverse that direction of the relationship and consider the number of languages exhibiting possessor affinities with the O that use possessor affixes solely for inalienable possession and the number of languages displaying possessor affinities with the A in which the possessor affix is used for both alienable and inalienable possession, we find that the latter relationship is stronger than the former. Of the 49 languages with a single possessor affix displaying affinities with the O, only 57 per cent utilize this affix just for inalienable possession. Whereas, of the languages manifesting possessor affinities with the A, 71% (36) use these affixes for both inalienable and alienable possession.





We have seen that in the vast majority (83%) of the languages which have person markers on both nouns and verbs there is some degree of phonemic correspondence between the two set of forms. There is, however, no clear preference with respect to the identity of the verbal argument that exhibits affinities with the possessor; 39 per cent of the languages in the sample exhibit possessor affinities with the A, and 41 per cent possessor affinities with the O. A weak preference for possessor affinities with the O (46%) as compared to the A (29%) emerges if one takes into account only those languages with person markers for both the A and the O. The percentage of possessor affinities with the O rises to 61 per cent if one restricts one's attention solely to the languages in which the possessor affixes correspond to either just the A or the O as opposed to both the A and O or the S. But it is disputable whether even this figure of 61 per cent is high enough to warrant treating possessor affinities with the O as the cross-linguistic norm.
   The lack of a clear preference for possessor affinities with the A or O suggests that the explanation for possessor affinities is unlikely to lie solely in semantics nor in discourse. The examined data lend support to Seiler's semantico-conceptual account of possessor affinities with the A and O which draws on the semantic similarities between possessors in alienable possession and the A and in inalienable possession and the O.
Languages in which possessor affixes are used solely for inalienable possession tend to favour possessor affinities with the O (68%). Possessor affinities with the A, however, are not used only for alienable possession but rather tend to be found in languages which utilize possessor affixes for both alienable and inalienable possession (71%). The lack of cross-linguistic dominance of either type of affinities can be reconciled with Seiler's framework if it is assumed, that contrary to what Seiler argues, the inalienable forms may be extended to the alienable and the alienable to the inalienable. Nonetheless, since possessor affinities with the A are also attributable to the discourse/pragmatic similarities between possessors and transitive subjects, there are no evident grounds for considering such affinities to be necessarily semantically based. In fact, given that the alienability opposition is not associated with invariant semantics cross-linguistically, one may expect there to be some variation in the factors that underlie the choice of forms used to mark this opposition.
	As for the relationship between person markers on nouns and verbs relative to alignment, no clear preferences for affinities with the A or O can be observed in languages with either accusative or active alignments. By contrast, though there is no absolute implicational relationship between ergative verbal alignment and possessor affinities with the A, languages with ergative verbal alignment do exhibit a preference for possessor affinities with the A (55%) as compared to with just the O (9%). The factors underlying this preference are far from clear. One possibility may be that in languages with an ergative system of alignment possessors are more like As than Os owing to the fact that the feature "primary responsibility for the successful execution of the action" is associated with patients rather than with agents (Plank 1979, 1985). Another possibility is that such languages tend to model the forms of possessors on the discourse/pragmatic properties of possessors rather than on the semantic relationship between possessor and possessed (Hofling 1993). There is also the possibility that the dominance of possessor affinities with the A is the product of the use of possessor affixes for both alienable and inalienable possession.

















		Chacha	Leslau 1950; Hetzron 1977
		Modern Hebrew	Glinert 1989
Sandawe	Sandawe 	Daglish 1979










		Nandi	Creider & Creider 1989
Bongo-Bagirmi	Bagirmi	Tucker & Bryan 1966
Mangbetu-Efe	Ngiti	Lojenga 1994








Tungus	Evenki	Lebedieva et al. 1979
		Ju-chen	Yanchang et al. 1989
?		Ainu  	Shibatani 1990
Northwest Caucasian	Abkhaz 	Hewitt 1979
Munda	Mundari 	Cook 1965
Hittite	Hittite	Friedrich 1974




isolates	Burushaski	Tiffou & Pesot 1989; Willson 1996
		Ket	Comrie 1981; H. Werner pc.
		Sumerian	Thomsen 1984
Finnic	Finnish	Sulkala & Karjalainen 1992
Ugric	Hungarian	Benkö & Imre 1972




SOUTH EAST ASIA AND OCEANIA 
Tibetic	Limbu	van Driem 1987
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		Waskia	Ross & Natu 1978
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Bougainville	Nasioi	Hurd & Hurd 1966, 1970







Athabascan	Navajo	Young & Morgan 1987













Tsimshian	Coast Tsimshian 	Dunn 1979
Chinookan	Upper Chinook	Boas 1911b
Takelman	Takelma	Sapir 1922
Miwok	Southern Sierra Miwok	Broadbent 1964
Tunica	Tunica	Haas 1946















Huave	Huave	Radin 1929; Stairs & Hollenbach 1969
Mixe-Zoque	Sierra Popoluca	Elson 1960; Marlett 1986


















Zaparoan	Iquito	Eastman & Eastam 1963
Aymaran	Aymara	Briggs 1976
Nambiquaran	Nambiquara	Kroeker 1982; Lowe 1990
Tucanoan	Retuarã	Strom 1992
Cayuvava	Cayuvava	Key 1967
















Languages exhibiting some degree of formal correspondence between the possessor affixes and the person forms (in some paradigm) of the A, O, A/O or S

A: 
Eurasia: Abkhaz, Ainu, Crimean Tatar, Evenki, Finnish, Hittite, Hungarian, Hurrian, Ju-Chen, Nenets, Turkish; Africa: Dizi, Hausa, Kanuri, Mesalit; SEA&Oc: Atayal, Chamorro, Tsou, Muna, Mono-Alu; New Guinea: Tehit, Yele; Australia: Maung; North America: Acoma, Chumash, Comox, Lower Umpqua, Nootka, Quileute, Washo; Meso-America: Chocho, Huave, Lealao Chinantec, Jacaltec, Miskito, Mixtec, Rama, Sierra Popoluca, Zoque; South America: Amuesha, Arawak, Axininca Campa, Candoshi, Iquito, Nambiquara, Paumari, Pirahã, Retuarã, Waorani, Waura, Yagua.

O: 
Eurasia: Akkadian, Burushaski; Africa: Amharic, Bassari, Beja, Diola-Fogny, Doyayo, Gurage, Kera, Kolokuma, Kunama, Lango, Sidamo, Tamazight, Zande; SEA&Oc: Acehnese, Anejom, Indonesian, Kaliai-Kove, Kilivila, Palauan, Sema, Yapese; New Guinea: Anêm, Daga, Grand Valley Dani, Hua, Nasioi, Sahu, Selepet, Tauya, Wanuma, Waskia, Yava; Australia: Ngiyambaa, Ungarinjin; North America: Dakota, Haida, Koasati, Kutenai, Mountain Maidu, Navajo, Northern Tepehuan, Seri, Tlingit, Tonkawa; Meso-America: Cora: South America: Cayuvava, Guajajara, Hixkaryana, Ica, Macushi, Warao.

A/O: 
Eurasia: Kurdi, Mundari; Africa: Bagirmi, Coptic, Gbeya; SEA&Oc: Larike, Limbu; North America: Coast Tsimshian, Cree, Mohawk, Tunica, Upper Chinook, West Greenlandic, Wichita, Yuchi; Meso-America: Zapotec; South America: Bororo, Canela-Krahô.
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1.	This information cannot be extrapolated from Nichols's (1992) cross-linguistic data on the distribution of head marking of nouns and verbs since the presence of both types of marking in a language cannot be automatically assumed to entail a degree of formal correspondence between the two.
2.	Ultan's (1978: 37) observation is actually based on the formal correspondences between possessive pronouns or adjectives and object pronouns. Whether the 46 languages which have pronominal possessors affixed to nouns are encompassed by this observation is not clear.
3.	Seiler (1983a, b) uses the terms "inherent" and "established" possession rather than inalienable and alienable. However, since the latter are more common I will use them throughout the discussion even when referring to Seiler's views.
4.	It is not clear whether Dixon's (1994: 219) statement is intended to mean that there are no absolute universal implications or also no statistical universal implications between the alignment of verbal person forms and possessor marking on nouns. 
5.	Of the languages with verbal agreement in Siewierska's (1994) sample, only 16 per cent display ergative or split ergative agreement. The corresponding figure in the sample of Nichols (1992) is 11 per cent.
6.	Since the affixal versus clitic status of the possessor is not at issue, in the remainder of the paper I will use the term affix rather than affix or clitic.
7.	Attempts have been made in the literature to capture the relations most likely to be expressed as inalienable in the form of an alienability scale or hierarchy (e.g., Haiman (1985: 136); Nichols (1988)) with body parts and kinship terms jointly at the top of thehierarchy, followed by part-whole and spatial relations and then culturally basic possessed items. However, as pointed out by Chappell & McGregor (1995:8) in some languages (e.g., Ewe and Mandarin) spatial orientation terms appear alone at the top of the hierarchy. This suggests that the semantic categories comprising the domain of inalienable possession in different languages are not amenable to a hierarchical treatment.8.Nichols (1988: 580) suggests that the marking of person on the head noun frequently follows the hierarchy 1 > 2 > 3, but as suggested by Comox and Yukaghir there are exceptions to this.
9.	In Tolai, as in many other Oceanic languages (see, e.g., Lynch 1973; Laidig 1993) the person markers are attached to possessive classifiers in alienable possessive constructions. In inalienable possessive constructions the person markers are suffixes to the head noun, though in Tolai only in the singular. Non-singular pronominal possessors and nominal possessors are connected to the possessed by means of the possessive marker i (Mosel 1984: 31).
10.	I was at a loss as to whether I should include in the investigation linking pronouns co-occurring with pronominal possessors, as is the case in Sahu (Visser & Voorhoeve 1987), where such linking pronouns co-occur not only with third person free pronouns but also first and second person. Since the forms in question appear in a full and reduced form, which suggests that they may in fact be proclitics, I have somewhat tentatively included them.
11.	It is important to note that while the inability of the verbal person forms to co-occur with free nominals, as in Makushi, is a reliable indication of their status as incorporated pronouns, their co-occurrence with free nominals is not a reliable diagnostic of their status as cross-referencing forms, since the free nominals may be left- or right-dislocated topics rather than verbal arguments, in which case the person forms would qualify as incorporated pronouns. It also needs to be mentioned that under some analyses what I am calling cross-referencing forms are considered as the primary realizations of the verbal arguments and the free nominals or pronominals are treated as being in an appositional relationship to the cross-referencing forms.
12.	The labels S, A and O are taken over from Dixon (1972) and Comrie (1978), though the latter uses the label P instead of O.
13.	The 270 language sample was compiled using the sampling methodology of Rijkhoff et al. (1993).
14.	Dryer (1992) actually distinguishes only six macro-areas. I have split up his Australian and New Guinea macro-area into two and set Meso-America, as definied by Suárez (1983), apart from North and South America. The motivation for the extra areal splits will become apparent below.
15.	Some additional languages from outside my sample which exhibit head marked nouns but have no head marked verbs are: the Arandic languages Arrenta, Kaytetye and Alywarr (McGregor personal communications), Mongolian, and the Tibeto-Burman Meitei and Rouruo (LaPolla 1994).
16.	The special significance that I have imbued to identities as opposed to similarities in form is essentially due to the fact that an adequate assessment of the latter would require detailed analyses of the morpho-phonological systems of the languages in question, which given the number of languages involved was simply unfeasible.
17.	I assigned special weight to the forms in the singular in view of the fact that there is more cross-linguistic variation in the number of non-singular forms than in the number of singular forms.
18.	In Larike as well as various other Austronesian languages such as Mono-Alu, Kaliai-Kove, Muna, Paamese and Iai it is essenitally the non-singular forms of the possessor affixes that exhibit some degree of correspondence to a set of the verbal person forms. 
19.	The possessor prefixes in Tonkawa occur only with a small set of kinship terms. I have not given the actor suffixes, since they are fused with tense.
20.	Though the third person plural form of the possessor affix in Berta is the same as that of the O affix and nearly the same as the SA affix in the perfect, I have classified the forms of the possessor as being distinct from the verbal person forms, as all the forms other than the third person plural are quite different.
21.	Again, Seiler does not explicate what he means by the claim that possessor affinities with the object affinities prevail or are dominant over those with the subject, i.e., whether the difference between the two types of affinities warrants the status of positing a statistical implicational universal involving possessor affixes and the verbal person forms of the object, or whether the possessor affinities with the object are simply more common than those with the subject. This is what I hope to clarify. 
22.	This descepancy between my results and those of the other linguists mentioned with respect to the languages of North America may be partially due to the fact that they, unlike me, took into account also correspondences between free possessive and object pronouns. Clear affinities between the two free forms are found, for instance, in Mountain Maidu (Shipley 1964), South Eastern Pomo (Moshinsky 1974) and Zuni (Newman 1965). The other reason for the difference may be simply due to the fact that the number of languages in the families exhibiting affinities with the O surpasses the number of languages in the families displaying affinities with the A. The Siouan, Yuman and Muskogean families all of which display affinities with the O, for example, are quite numerous. I have in the main taken only a single language from each family. 
23.	Note that the number of languages exhibiting person forms for the A and O is lower than that given earlier because the languages in which the possessor affixes bear no similarity to the verbal person affixes have been disregarded.
24.	There are also no significant differences with respect to the degree of correspondence of the possessor affixes with the A as opposed to the O in accusative alignment. For example, of the correspondences with the A, 46 per cent are identities and of the correspondences with the O, 51 per cent are identities.
25.	Harris & Campbell (1995: 247) suggest that Pemóng, a Carib language closely related to Macushi, may also exhibit possessor affinities with the O. However, I have not had direct access to their source (Gildea 1992) and therefore do not know whether the possessive forms which are claimed to have given rise to the current person forms continue to function as markers of possession or not.
26.	Unfortunately, the data proved to be not amenable to the chi square test, since the predicted frequencies are too low.
27.	Du Bois's analysis of the distribution of lexical as opposed to non-lexical referents and human mentions as As, Ss and Os in his corpus reveals that in Sacapultec Mayan 94 per cent of the As are nonlexical and 100 per cent are human. The corresponding figures for Ss are 52 per cent and 70 per cent, and for Os 54 per cent and 10 per cent.
28.	Though Gildea's (1992, 1993) analysis has been strongly contested by Derbyshire (1992), the possibility of such a development cannot be disregarded.
29.	Two sets of possessor affixes are also found in Seri,  Ungarinjin, Wappo and Washo. In Seri and Ungarinjin they are used with body parts and kinship terms respectively and neither of the two sets of affixes evince strong affinities with the A or O series of verbal affixes. In Wappo, the alienable set consists of the inalienable plus the gentive marker -me. In Washo the second set of pronominal affixes, used with kinship nouns in the third person, corresponds to the set which occurs otherwise when there is no preceding expressed possessor.
30.	That possessors in inalienable possession are likely to correspond to the person forms of the S rather than to those of the O is suggested by McGregor (1995: 278) who sees such affinities as relating to stativity or attribution/identification.
31.	Boas (1911: 558) states that the possessive affixes in Upper Chinook are closely related to the O forms. Silverstein (1976: 115), on the other hand, lists Chinook as one of the languages exhibiting affinities of the possessive affixes with those of the transitive subject. I, however, have classified Chinook as exhibiting affinities with both the A and O since on the basis of the forms cited by both Boas and Silverstein I could not discern closer affinities of the possessor forms with either the A or the O.


Tables (8 in all)

	
PRIVATE Table 1. The areal distribution of the languages in the sample N=157 							
Eurasia	Africa	SEA&OC 	Aust 	NG	NAmer 	MAmer	SAmer 





PRIVATE Table 2. Affixal person marking with nominal and pronominal possessors as compared to with pronominal possessors only relative to macro-area 								
person	Eurasia	Africa	SEA&Oc	Aust	NG	NAmer	MAmer	SAmer
Pro & N	1050%	 831% 	1159%	 229%  	1267%	2679% 	 969%	11 52%




PRIVATE Table 3. Bound person forms for the A and/or O relative to macro-area								
marking	Eurasia	Africa	SEA&Oc	Aust	NG	NAmer	MAmer	SAmer
A & O	 945%	1973% 	1368%	  7 100%	1583%	31 93% 	1077%	1676%




PRIVATE Table 4. Degrees of correspondences between the person markers of nouns and verbs 				
Macro-area	identical	mostly identical	somesimilarity	distinct
Eurasia (N=20)	 8  40%	 2  10%	 5   20%	 5 25%
Africa (N=26)	 8  31%	 3  12%	 9   35%	 6 23%
SEA&Oc N=(19)	 6  32%	 0    0	 9   47%	 4 21%
Aust (N=7)	 0   0%	 2  29%	 5   71%	 0  0
NG (N=18)	 6  33%	 2  11%	 5   28%	 5 28%
NAmer (N=33)	16 49%	 4  12%	 9   27%	 4 12%
MAmer (N=13)	 6 46%	 0    0	 5   39%	 2 15%
SAmer (N=21)	18 86%	 1    5%	 1     5%	 1   5%




PRIVATE Table 5. Correspondences between person possessor affixes and the A, O and S				
Type of Correspondence	A		O	A/O	S
identical (N=68)	26  38%	27  40%	13  19%	 2   3%
mostly identical (N=14)	 3  21%	 8  57%	 1    7%	 2 13%
some similarity (N=48)	22  46%	18  38%	 4    8%	 4   8%




PRIVATE Table 6.  Correspondences between person possessor affixes and the A, O and S relative to macro-area				
Macro-area	A	O	A+O	S
Eurasia (N=15)	11  73%	 2 13%	 2   13%	 0    0
Africa (N=20)	 4  20%	13 65%	 3   15%	 0    0
SEA&Oc (N=15)	 5  33%	 8 53%	 2   13%	 0    0
Aust (N=7)	 1  14%	 2 29%	 0     0 	 4  57%
NG (N=13)	 2   15%	11 85%	 0     0	 0    0
NAmer (N=29)	 7  24%	10 34%	 8   28%	 4  14%
MAmer(N=11)	 9  82%	 1   9%	 1     9%	 0    0




PRIVATE Table 7. Correspondences between person possessor affixes and the A, O and S in languages with person markers for both A and O				
Type of correspondence	A	O	A/O	S
identical (N=55)	19  35%	21   38%	13   24%	 2    4% 
mostly identical (N=14)	 2  14%	 9   64%	 1    7%	 2  14%
similar (N=34)	 9  26%	17   50%	 4   12%	 4   12%




PRIVATE Table 8. Correspondences of possessor affixes with the A, O and S relative to alignment  				
Alignment	A	O	A+O	S
acc (N=85)	36  42%	 36   42%	 6    7%	 7   8%
erg (N=11)	 6  55%	  1     8%	 4​[31]​ 33%	 0   0 
act (N=24)	 9  38%	 11   46%	 4  17%	 0   0
hier (N=3)	 0    0	  0     0	 2  67%	 1 33%
tri  (N=1)	 0    0	  1  100%	 0    0	 0   0












^1	 .. This information cannot be extrapolated from Nichols's (1992) cross-linguistic data on the distribution of head marking of nouns and verbs since the presence of both types of marking in a language cannot be automatically assumed to entail a degree of formal correspondence between the two.
^2	 .. Ultan's (1978:37) observation is actually based on the formal correspondences between possessive pronouns or adjectives and object pronouns. Whether the 46 languages which have pronominal possessors affixed to nouns are encompassed by this observation is not clear.
^3	 .. Seiler (1983a,b) uses the terms `inherent' and `established' possession rather than inalienable and alienable. However, since the latter are more common I will use them throughout the discussion even when referring to Seiler's views.
^4	 .. It is not clear whether Dixon's (1994:219) statement is intended to mean that there are no absolute universal implications or also no statistical universal implications between the alignment of verbal person forms and possessor marking on nouns. 
^5	 .. Of the languages with verbal agreement in Siewierska's (1994) sample, only 16% display ergative or split ergative agreement. The corresponding figure in the sample of Nichols (1992) is 11%.
^6	 .. Since the affixal vs clitic status of the possessor is not at issue, in the remainder of the paper I will use the term affix rather than affix or clitic.
^7	 .. Attempts have been made in the literature to capture the relations most likely to be expressed as inalienable in the form of an alienability scale or hierarchy (e.g. Haiman (1985:136); Nichols (1988)) with body parts and kinship terms jointly at the top of the hierarchy, followed by part-whole and spatial relations and then culturally basic possessed items. However, as pointed out by Chappell & McGregor (1996a:8) in some languages (e.g. Ewe and Mandarin) spatial orientation terms appear alone at the top of the hierarchy. This suggests that the semantic categories comprising the domain of inalienable possession in different languages are not amenable to a hierarchical treatment.
^8	 .. Nichols (1988:580) suggests that the marking of person on the head noun frequently follows the hierarchy 1 > 2 > 3, but as suggested by Comox and Yukaghir there are exceptions to this.
^9	 .. In Tolai, as in many other Oceanic languages (see e.g. Lynch 1973; Laidig 1993) the person markers are attached to possessive classifiers in alienable possessive constructions. In inalienable possessive constructions the person markers are suffixes to the head noun, though in Tolai only in the singular. Non-singular pronominal possessors and nominal possessors are connected to the possessed by means of the possessive marker i (Mosel 1984: 31).
^10	 .. I was at a loss as to whether I should include in the investigation linking pronouns co-occurring with pronominal possessors, as is the case in Sahu (Visser & Voorhoeve 1987), where such linking pronouns co-occur not only with third person free pronouns but also first and second person. Since the forms in question appear in a full and reduced form, which suggests that they may in fact be proclitics, I have somewhat tentatively included them.
^11	 .. It is important to note that while the inability of the verbal person forms to co-occur with free nominals, as in Macushi, is a reliable indication of their status as incorporated pronouns, their co-occurrence with free nominals is not a reliable diagnostic of their status as cross-referencing forms, since the free nominals may be left- or right- dislocated topics rather than verbal arguments. It also needs to be mentioned that under some analyses what I am calling cross-referencing forms are considered as the primary realizations of the verbal arguments and the free nominals or pronominals are treated as being in an appositional relationship to the cross-referencing forms.
^12	 .. The labels S, A and O are taken over from Dixon (1972) and Comrie (1978), though the latter uses the lable P instead of O.
^13	 .. The 270 language sample was compiled using the sampling methodology of Rijkhoff et al. (1993).
^14	 .. Dryer (1992) actually distinguishes only six macro-areas. I have split up his Australian and New Guinea macro-area into two and set Meso-America, as defined by Suárez (1983), apart from North and South America. The motivation for the extra areal splits will become apparent below.
^15	 .. Some addition languages from outside my sample which exhibit head marked nouns but have no head marked verbs are: the Arandic languages Arrenta, Kaytetye and Alywarr (McGregor p.c.), Mongolian, and the Tibeto-Burman Meitei and Rouruo (LaPolla 1994).
^16	 .. The special significance that I have attributed to identities as opposed to similarities in form is essentially due to the fact that an adequate assessment of the latter would require detailed analyses of the morpho-phonological systems of the languages in question, which given the number of languages involved was simply unfeasible.
^17	 .. I assigned special weight to the forms in the singular in view of the fact that there is more cross-linguistic variation in the number of non-singular forms than in the number of singular forms.
^18	 ..In Larike as well as various other Austronesian languages such as Mono Alu, Kali-Kove, Muna, Paamese and Iai, it is essentially the non-singular forms of the possessor affixes that exhibit some degree of correspondence to a set of the verbal person forms. The singular forms typically reflect the forms that have been reconstructed for Proto-Austronesian, namely *k(V), *m(V) *n(V).
^19	 .. The possessor prefixes in Tonkawa occur only with a small set of kinship terms. I have not given the actor suffixes, since they are fused with tense.
^20	 .. Though the third person plural form of the possessor affix in Berta is the same as that of the O affix and nearly the same as the SA affix in the perfect, I have classified the forms of the possessor as being distinct from the verbal person forms, as all the forms other than the 3pl are quite different.
^21	 .. Again, Seiler does not explicate what he means by the claim that possessor affinities with the object affinities prevail or are dominant over those with the subject, i.e. whether the difference between the two types of affinities warrants the status of positing a statistical implicational universal involving possessor affixes and the verbal person forms of the object, or whether the possessor affinities with the object are simply more common than those with the subject. This is what I hope to clarify. 
^22	 .. This discrepancy between my results and those of the other linguists mentioned with respect to the languages of North America may be partially due to the fact that they, unlike me, took into account also correspondences between free possessive and object pronouns. Clear affinities between the two free forms are found, for instance, in Mountain Maidu (Shipley 1964), South Eastern Pomo (Moshinsky 1974) and Zuni (Newman 1965). The other reason for the difference may be simply due to the fact that the number of languages in the families exhibiting affinities with the O surpasses the number of languages in the families displaying affinities with the A. The Siouan, Yuman and Muskogean families all of which display affinities with the O, for example, are quite numerous. I have in the main taken only a single language from each family. 
^23	 .. Note that the number of languages exhibiting person forms for the A and O is lower than that given earlier because the languages in which the possessor affixes bear no similarity to the verbal person affixes have been disregarded.
^24	 .. There are also no significant differences with respect to the degree of correspondence of the possessor affixes with the A as opposed to the O in accusative alignment. For example, of the correspondences with the A, 46% are identities and of the correspondences with the O, 51% are identities.
^25	 ..Harris and Campbell (1995:247) suggest that Pemóng, a Carib language closely related to Macushi, may also exhibit possessor affinities with the O. However, I have not had direct access to their source (Gildea 1992) and therefore do not know whether the possessive forms which are claimed to have given rise to the current person forms continue to function as markers of possession or not.
^26	 .. Unfortunately, the data proved to be not amenable to the chi square test, since the predicted frequencies are too low.
^27	 .. Du Bois's analysis of the distribution of lexical as opposed to nonlexical referents and human mentions as As, Ss and Os in his corpus reveals that in Sacapultec Mayan 94% of the As are nonlexical and 100% are human. The corresponding figures for Ss are 52% and 70% and for Os 54% and 10%.
^28	 .. Though Gildea's (1992,1993)s analysis has been strongly contested by Derbyshire (1992), the possibility of such a development cannot be disregarded.
^29	 .. Two sets of possessor affixes are also found in Seri,  Ungarinjin, Wappo and Washo. In Seri and Ungarinjin they are used with body parts and kinship terms respectively and neither of the two sets of affixes evince strong affinities with the A or O series of verbal affixes. In Wappo, the alienable set consists of the inalienable plus the genitive marker -me. In Washo the second set of pronominal affixes, used with kinship nouns in the 3rd person, corresponds to the set which occurs otherwise when there is no preceding expressed possessor.
^30	 .. That possessors in inalienable possession are likely to correspond to the person forms of the S rather than to those of the O is suggested by McGregor (1995:278) who sees such affinities as relating to stativity or attribution/identification.
^31	 .. Boas (1911: 558) states that the possessive affixes in Upper Chinook are closely related to the O forms. Silverstein (1976: 115), on the other hand, lists Chinook as one of the languages exhibiting affinities of the possessive affixes with those of the transitive subject. I, however, have classified Chinook as exhibitng affinities with both the A and O since on the basis of the forms cited by both Boas and Silverstein I could not discern closer affinities of the possessor forms with either the A or the O.
